M ary Eubanks's "Reevaluation of the Identification of Ancient Maize
Pollen from Alabama" (this issue) presents helpful information for distinguishing Zea pollen from Tripsacum pollen; her application of that information to the fossil pollen grain from Lake Shelby, however, lacks scientific objectivity and ignores probabilities. We disagree strongly with Eubanks's assumptions and methods and ask the serious reader to consider the following points before accepting her identification of the 3500 B.P. fossil pollen grain in question as Tripsacum.
A Single Photograph
Eubanks bases her identification primarily on the spinule density she calculated from our single published photograph in "Maize Pollen of 3500 B.P from Southern Alabama" (Fearn and Liu 1995) . She did not contact us about other micrographs or about examining the fossil pollen grain itself, which we would gladly have made available. Since she has no information on the photograph, she has no idea what part of the pollen grain and therefore what possible curvature may be distorting her calculations. We asked 10 individuals to count the spinules on the photograph Eubanks used as well as on another photograph, which we know represents a more vertical perspective. The average spinule density is 9.5 on the published micrograph and 7.2 on the unpublished micrograph (Table 1) . Eubanks, however, gives the spinule density as 12! To assess the accuracy of determining spinule density by counting dots on photographs, we asked the same 10 people to count the spinules on Eubanks's micrographs and two people to determine the area represented by each micrograph. 
Assumed Expansion
Eubanks assumes that our fossil pollen grain expanded by 35 percent due to acetolysis, and she apparently calculated the spinule density using that exaggerated diameter. The most comprehensive study of changes in pollen grain size under different processing regimes was done by Reitsma (1969) . Following the order of our sediment processing techniques, his graphs show insignificant effects on the size of wet Corylus and Quercus grains boiled in 10 percent potassium hydroxide. Subsequent acetolysis of pollen grains caused an initial increase in pollen grain size by 20 percent followed by a decrease of 10 percent after three minutes of acetolysis. Assuming a 10 percent increase in size may be reasonable; a 35 percent increase is not. Additionally, our mounting medium is silicone oil, which is unlikely to cause swelling of pollen grains (Andersen 1960) . Using Eubanks's Table 1, our fossil pollen grain falls within, or very close to, all but one of the reported ranges for Zea mays and for teosinte; it is clearly larger than any of the length measurements for Tripsacum, regardless of processing and mounting techniques.
Widespread agreement exists among palynologists that the best way to avoid the expansion problem is to compare grains processed and mounted in the same way. Eubanks failed to compare the spinule density of the fossil pollen grain to that of our published micrograph of modem Zea in the same article. The average spinule density for that grain is 9.2, on an unpublished micrograph, 9.9 (See Table 1 ). The fossil pollen grain, therefore, has the same (9.5) or a slightly lower (7.2) spinule density than the known corn pollen that underwent exactly the same treatment.
Spinule Arrangement
The uniform arrangement of spinules on the fossil pollen grain is characteristic of corn or teosinte; the clumped or "reticulate" pattern of 
Conclusion
By Eubanks's own account, the fossil pollen grain from Lake Shelby falls within the ranges of only Zea, and not Tripsacum, in terms of total grain length and axis/pore ratio. It falls within the overlapping ranges of both Zea and Tripsacum in terms of pore diameter. She bases her challenge of our identification of Zea solely on one criterion, spinule density. Yet, her calculation of spinule density on our fossil pollen grain is flawed because it is based on a single photograph and on an unfounded assumption of a 35 percent size expansion in our fossil pollen grain due to acetylosis. More important, Eubanks did not compare the spinule density of our fossil pollen grain to that of our published micrograph of modern Zea, which had been subjected to the same chemical treatment; that analysis shows a remarkably close match between the two. Eubanks's thorough comparison of "apples and oranges" totally fails to establish the identification of the fossil pollen grain from Lake Shelby as Tripsacum. Instead, the spinule density confirms our original interpretation that the grain is indeed Zea mays and most likely represents limited cultivation of corn on the Alabama coast as early as 3500 B.P. 
